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STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
Father has already set forth the Nature of the Case, the Course of the Proceedings and a 
Statement of the Facts in his Appellant's Brief dated January 6, 2014, and it is obvious from a review 
of this Court's decision that this Court has thoroughly reviewed this brief and rendered it's decision 
accordingly. However, there are a few issues that this Court should look at again. 
The issue numbers used in this brief and the headings will track the issue numbers and 
headings used by this Court in it's decision. 
ISSUES FOR REHEARING 
ill 
DID THE DISTRICT COURT ERR IN AFFIRMING THE MAGISTRATE COURT'S 
VALUATION AND AW ARD OF THE SHARES OF STOCK IN MOUNTAIN HEALTH CARE, 
INC.? 
IV 
DID THE DISTRICT COURT ERR IN AFFIRMING THE MAGISTRATE COURT'S 
VALUATION OF THE COMMERCIAL LOT IN PINEHURST? 
v 
DID THE DISTRICT COURT ERR IN AFFIRMING THE MAGISTRATE COURT'S 
DETERMINATION OF MOTHER'S M'NUAL INCOME FOR CALCULATING CHILD 
SUPPORT? 
VI 
DID THE DISTRICT COURT ERR IN AFFIRMING THE MAGISTRATE COURT'S 
AW ARD OF FEES AND COSTS TO MOTHER? 
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VII 
DID THE DISTRICT COURT ERR IN AFFIRMING THE MAGISTRATE COURT'S 
ORDER THAT MOUNTAIN HEALTH SERVICES, P.C. AND MOUNTAIN HEALTH CARE, 
INC., ISSUE STOCK IN THE AMOUNT OF FATHER'S INTEREST IN THE RESPECTNE 
CORPORATIONS AND DELNER THE SHARES OF STOCK TO THE SHERIFF? 
VIII 
IS MOTHER ENTITLED TO AN AW ARD OF ATTORNEY FEES ON APPEAL? 
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ARGUMENT 
Ill 
DID THE DISTRICT COURT ERR IN AFFIRLYfING TIIB MAGISTRATE COURT'S 
VALUATION AND AW ARD OF THE SHARES OF STOCK IN MOUNTAIN HEAL TH CARE, 
INC.? 
A. TIIB SIMPLOT CASE: 
In Simplot v. Simplot, 96 Idaho 239, 245, 526 P. 2d 844 (1974), the Idaho Supreme Court 
held that where stock shares are not divided between the parties to a divorce proceeding, but are 
assigned to one party, with an offsetting amount of other assets going to the other party, it is essential 
that the trial court make an accurate determination of the market value of the stock. (At page 245 
Idaho). The Court also stated on this page that the parties should be permitted to offer additional 
evidence concerning the market value of their assets at any further hearing. 
B. BUILDING VALUE: 
This Court has stated on pages 4 and 5 of Section Ill of it's opinion that: "The real estate 
appraiser called by Mother testified that the value of the real property was $4,850,000.00, which 
testimony the court found most credible. The expert called by Father testified on cross examination 
that if the value of the real property was $4,850,000.00, the value of the corporation would be 
$2,795,147 aiJ.d the value of the Father's 22.97% interest would be $642,045. The court found that 
the market value of the Father's interest in the corporation was $642,045." This is not entirely 
accurate because the value for the land and building used by the expert was $10,00000 more than 
$4,850,000.00. 
As was discussed on pages 10 and 11 of his APPELLANT'S REPLY BRIEF, during cross 
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examination, Mother's attorney used $4,8§.0,000.00 instead of$4,8,S.O,OOO.OO as the value of the land 
and building in a question posed to Mr. Carlson. (TRlAL TRANSCRIPT: Vol. 1, p. 186, L. 13-18). 
The testimony by Mr. Carlson was as follows: 
"A. Can we agree at what's the assumed value by Mr. Moe? 
MS. GRAHAM. 4.86 million. 
Q. What she said. 
A. What she said. 4.86 million? 
MS. GRAHAM. Yes" 
After being told by Mother's attorney that he should use 4.8§. million (not 4.8,S. million) for 
the value of the land and building, Mr. Carlson was asked to state an opinion as to the value of the 
Mountain Health Care, Inc., stock and his testimony at TRlAL TRANSCRIPT: Vol. I, p. 186, L. 24-
25, p. 187, L 1-8 was as follows: 
"A. If we removed Mr. Godbold' s appraisal and we rely on Mr. Moe's appraisal, that results 
in the total assets of the subject company, Mountain Health Care, Inc., the value of the total assets 
is $5,234,886. From that, we would subtract the liabilities as already reflected. Those liabilities are 
$2,439,739 resulting in net tangible assets, in value of those assets of $2,795,147. That's for 100 
percent. And Dr. Reed's 22.97 percent ownership interest would be $642,045. So 642045." 
When he announced his opinion, Judge W ayrnan used the exact same figures when he stated 
at TRANSCRIPT: Court's Oral Decision Hearing, p. 52, L. 6-18 that: 
"The testimony of Mr. Carlson went ahead and did some---did the computations. He used 
Mr. Moe's value of the building contents and land, added all that-those assets up and he came up 
with a total asset value of Mountain Health Care Incorporated of $5,234,886. He used the corporate 
records and determined the total liabilities that were- - of the corporation of $2,439,739. \Vhich 
came up with a net value of $2,795,147. 
The Corp-the community owns 22.97 percent interest in that corporation. And again, using 
Mr. Carlson's computation, comes up with a fair market value of $642,045 for the community 
interest in that corporation." 
Judge Wayman' s corporate valuation was, therefore, arrived at by using $4,8§.0,000.00, not 
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$4,8~0,000.00, for the value of the building and land. Because the value of the building and land 
was inflated by $10,000.00 in the question posed to Mr. Carlson and because the number used in the 
question was not supported by the evidence, the number used by Mr. Carlson was high by 
$10,000.00. As a result, Judge Wayman's valuation of the building and land and, therefore, 
Mountain Health Care, Inc., was also high by $10,000.00. There is nothing in the record which 
shows that Judge Wayman was aware that an additional $10,000.00 had been added to the value of 
Mountain Health Care, Inc., by a question. 
22.97% of this $10,000.00, or $2,297.00, should be subtracted from the value of the stock 
to adjust for this error and the judgment against Father should be adjusted downward accordingly. 
C. SQUARE FOOTAGE REDUCTION: 
Mr. Moe's appraisal (Plaintiff's Exhibit 57) was prospective in nature and contemplated an 
addition which would add an additional 7,595 to the existing building. The addition actually built 
contained 7,213 square feet or 382 fewer square feet. (Plaintiff's Exhibit 58, p. 6). This Court has 
stated on page 6 of it's opinion that: 
"Father argues that if the value per square foot of the proposed addition was calculated based 
upon the value per square foot of the proposed addition as determined by Mother's appraiser in 2009 
and that value per square foot was multiplied by the reduced square footage, the value of the building 
should be reduced by $70,505. 70. No expert so testified, nor did any expert testify that every square 
foot of the addition had the same value." 
While the testimony may have failed to establish that every square foot of the addition had the 
same value, this was not true with respect to the written valuation Mr. Moe did which was admitted 
as Plaintiff's Exhibit 57. On page 38 of Plaintiff's Exhibit 57, Mr Moe stated that the Owner's Cost 
for the addition was " .... $1,271,827 which is $169.43/sf overall for the proposed addition". This 
calculation valued every square foot of the addition at the same amount per square foot. On the same 
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page and under the heading "Conclusion-Cost Approach", he stated that adding 25% of the land 
value to the proposed addition costs would indicate a value of$1,393,000 ($183.41 sf). Once again, 
this calculation would presume that every square foot of the addition had the same value. On page 
42 of his valuation, using the Sales Comparison Approach, he stated that "The unadjusted range of 
values for improvements only is from $161.30/sf to $237.57/sf." (Emphasis is contained in the 
original). Once again, the same amount was used for each square foot of the addition and no 
conclusion was reached that a different square footage value should be used for some parts of the 
addition and another amount should be used for other parts of the addition. While the square foot 
amount changed for each calculation, Mr. Moe used the same price per square foot for all square feet 
in each calculation. For Father to have done otherwise in his Brief would not have been supported 
by the record. 
On the bottom of page 53 of Mr. Moe's appraisal, it is stated that "The addition to the 
existing_ building was NOT under construction as of the date of this appraisal. The appraised value 
is based upon a hypothetical situation until such building and all tenant improvements are 
completed Should work be interrupted, stopped or abandoned, there is no value conclusion in this 
appraisal report to account for such an event. " (Emphasis in the original). 
It is not disputed that the completed addition had 3 82 square feet less than the addition 
discussed in Mr. Moe's appraisal. It is also not disputed that on page 42 of his appraisal, :t'-Ar. Moe 
stated that the value of the improvements (as opposed to cost) was somewhere between $161.30 sf 
and $253.57sf. It is also not disputed that Judge Wayman's valuation was based on the construction 
of a hypothetical addition which had 382 square feet more than the addition which was actually 
constructed. Because Mr. Moe valued the improvements at between $161.30sfto $253.57sf, the 
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decreased value of the addition was between $61,616.60 to $96,863.74 because of the decreased 
square footage of the addition as built. Alternatively, the value of $4,850,000.00 was not 
established by the evidence because the addition was not built as forecast in Mr. Moe's valuation and 
his own valuation stated that the value arrived at was based on a hypothetical situation. 
To summarize, the undersigned respectfully disagrees with the Idaho Supreme Court's 
conclusion that because the record does not show the square foot value for each of the 382 omitted 
square feet, Judge Wayman's valuation of the building and land should be affirmed. There is 
evidence in the record that the value (as opposed to cost) of the prospective improvements was 
between $161.30 to $253.57 per square foot. There is evidence in the record that Mr. Moe's 
valuation was based on the hypothetical situation that the addition would be built as planned and it 
was not. The addition's valuation and the building's valuation would, therefore, be high by at least 
$61,616.60 to $96,863.74 depending on the square foot amount used. 
As is set forth in the quote in italics above, the value contained in Mr. Moe's report was 
based upon the addition being built as planned. It was not. According to his report, if construction 
was interrupted, stopped or abandoned, his value conclusions did not account for this. In his own 
report he stated that his value estimates would not be valid if the addition was not built according 
to the plans. 
Mr. Moe also reviewed Mr. Godbold's appraisal and a copy of his review was admitted as 
Plaintiff's Exhibit 62. A copy of this review is part of the November 15, 2013, supplement to the 
clerk's record and is located at pages 131-145 of this supplemental record. On page 2 of his review 
(p. 134 of this supplemental record) Mr. Moe stated as follows: 
"My assignment was to complete a technical desk review only and comment as to the 
reasonableness and appropriateness of the value conclusions. As such, I have not expressed my own 
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opinion of market value should it differ from the appraiser's conclusions nor have I made a personal 
inspection of the appraised property since my appraisal in 2009." (Emphasis added) 
This Court has remanded the case back to Judge Wayman to make a finding as to whether 
or not the clinic manager's testimony was credible and has stated that "The court may base its 
additional findings upon the evidence presented during the trial or in its discretion, it may take such 
additional evidence as it deems necessary." These options should also be available to Judge 
Wayman to make further rulings concerning the "as built" market value of the building owned by 
Mountain Health Care, Inc. if Judge Wayman is unable to determine this based on the existing 
record. 
IV 
DID THE DISTRICT COURT ERR IN AFFIRMING THE MAGISTRATE'S COURT'S 
VALUATION OF THE COMMERCIAL LOT IN PINEHURST? 
No further argument on this issue will be presented. 
v 
DID THE DISTRICT COURT ERR IN AFFIRMING THE MAGISTRATE COURT'S 
DETERL\tfINATION OF MOTHER'S ANNUAL INCOME FOR CALCULATING CHILD 
SUPPORT? 
No further argument on this issue will be presented. 
VI 
DID DISTRICT COURT ERR IN AFFIRMING THE MAGISTRATE'S COURT 
AWARD OF ATTORNEY FEES AND COURT COSTS TO MOTHER? 
RETURN OF FUNDS; 
On June 19, 2012, the second Order and Judgment Regarding Award of Attorney Fees was 
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entered. R Vol. 4, p. 953-955. To avoid execution on this particular judgment, on July 9, 2012, 
Father filed a Notice of Tender and paid into the Court the judgment amount of$10,000.00 plus an 
additional $100. 00 to cover any accrued interest on the judgment amount. R Vol. 4, p. 960-964. On 
August 30, 2012, Mother obtained an order from the Court requiring that these funds be paid to the 
trust account of her attorney. A copy of this Order was not included in the original Clerk's record 
but a copy was attached to Father's Statement and Motion to Augment dated November 26, 2013. 
On December 6, 2013, this Court granted the motion to augment and ordered that the Order 
Directing Payment of Tender, file stamped August 30, 2012 be made part of the record. 
This Court has vacated the judgment for attorney fees and remanded the case back to the 
magistrate court. Because this judgment was vacated, Mother should be ordered to pay Father the 
$10, 100. 00 he paid into the Court to prevent her from executing on the attorney fee judgment. (See 
Radermacher v. Eckert, 63 Idaho 531, 538-539, 121 P. 2d 426 (1942). Mother should also be 
ordered to pay interest on this amount from the date the money was deposited with the district court 
on July 9, 2012, until the date that it is returned. 
VII 
DID THE DISTRICT COURT ERR IN AFFIRMING THE MAGISTRATE COURT'S 
ORDER THAT MOUNTAIN HEALTH SERVICES, P.C. ANTI MOUNTAIN HEALTH CARE, 
INC.,ISSlJESTOCKIN AMOUNTOFTHEFATHER'SINTERESTINTHERESPECTIVE 
CORPORATIONS AND DELIVER THE SHARES OF STOCK TO THE SHERIFF? 
RETURN OF STOCK AND MONEY: 
On June 13, 2012, Mother filed a request for the issuance of a writ of execution and obtained 
a writ of execution. R. Vol. 4, p. 901-905. The writ was premised on the two February, 2011 
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"judgments". In it's decision, this Court has determined that neither were final judgments which 
would support the issuance of a writ of execution. On July 12, 2012, Father filed a motion to quash 
the writ. R. Vol. 4, p.946-949. In his motion, Father stated that the writ should be quashed because 
the two February 2011 judgments were not fmal and because I.R.C.P.69 required a final judgment 
to support the issuance of a writ of execution. On August 13, 2012, Mother filed a RESPONSE 
MEMORANDUM IN OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANT'S MOTION TO QUASH WRJT. R. Vol. 
4, p. 977-987. On August 16, 2012, Father filed a RESPONSE BRIEF IN SUPPORT OF MOTION 
TO QUASH WRJT. R. Vol. 4, p. 988-998. On August 16, 2012, Father filed an AMENDED 
RESPONSE BRIEF IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO QUASH WRJT. R. Vol. 5, p. 1042-1053. 
A hearing was held on August 20, 2012, on the motion to quash the writ. A certified copy 
of the minutes of this hearing was attached as the last three pages of Father's STATEMENT A.ND 
MOTION TO AUGMENT RECORD dated November 26 2013. A copy is also attached to this 
Brief for the Court's convenience. 
These minutes were not in the original Clerk's record. On December 6, 2013, this Court 
entered an order granting the motion to augment and specifically ordered that the minutes of the 
August 20, 2012, hearing be included as part of the record. As is noted by these minutes, Judge 
Wayman denied the Motion to Quash the Writ. This was at least the second time Judge Wayman 
had ruled that Mother was entitled to obtain a writ based on the February 2011 "judgments" and also 
entitled to execute on the 'judgments" which had been entered in February of2011. A written order 
for the August 20, 2012 hearing was never entered. 
On September 4, 2012, Mother applied for yet another writ of execution. R. Vol. 5, p. 1058-
1061. Tue writ was founded on the February, 2011,judgmentto equalize the property distribution. 
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The attorney fee judgment was no longer applicable because Father had tendered $10,100.00 to the 
district court to prevent the issuance of a writ on the judgment for attorney fees. On the same date, 
a new writ was issued. R. Vol. 5, p. 1060-1061. 
In the last couple of pages of it's decision, this Court has stated that "The magistrate 
apparently granted the motion by order entered on September 30, 2012, but that order is not in the 
record." Father attached a copy of the ROA from the Idaho Court's website to the Notice of Appeal 
which he filed on May 8, 2013. This Notice of Appeal and ROA is at R. Vol. 5, p. 1225-1236. The 
ROA does not show that any order was entered on September 30, 2012. R. Vol. 5, p. 1236. 
At the Sheriff's sale on this writ, Mother purchased the Mountain Health Care, Inc, stock 
with a credit bid of $1.00. R. Vol. 5, p. 1106. The Mountain Health Services, P.C. stock was 
purchased by Dr. Haller for $15,000.00. R. Vol. 5, p. 1110. This money presumably was paid to 
Mother as she was the judgment creditor. 
This Court has determined that the February 24, 2011, judgment to equalize the property 
distribution was not a judgment and has also stated that a writ of execution could not be issued until 
there was an appealable final judgment or partial judgment certified as final under 54 (b ). This 
Court concluded by saying that" ... because the execution sales of the stock have already occurred, 
the parties will have to address this issue on remand to the magistrate court." It is respectfully 
submitted that this issue should be addressed now by this Court instead of months from now by the 
magistrate who consistently ruled against Father on whether or not the February judgments were 
final judgments. While Father may have not argued that the February judgments were not final 
under the definition contained in I.R.C.P.54(a), he did argue on several occasions that the February 
judgments were not final for purposes ofI.R.C.P.69 and for purposes of execution. 
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From the record we know that Mother acquired all 700 shares of Mountain Health Care, 
Inc.,stock at the Sheriff's Sale for $1.00. From the record, we also know that she was paid 
$15,000.00 when Father's Mountain Health Services, P.C. stock was sold at the execution sale. In 
Evans v. City of American Falls, 52 Idaho 7, 11P.2d 363 (1932) the Idaho Supreme Court stated 
on page 23 of its opinion that: 
"An execution issued without a judgment or decree to support it is void and confers no 
authority on the officer to whom it is directed (23 C.J. 314, sec. 15), and if there is no judgment as 
a basis for the execution, the purchaser acquires no title. (23 C.J.753, sec. 803). The judgment is 
the sole foundation of the official power to sell and convey property, and if there is no judgment he 
is without power to sell, and all his acts under an execution issued in such cases are without authority 
and void." 
In Nadler v. Crest Corporation, 93 Idaho 744, ,749, 472 P. 2d 310 (1970), the Idaho 
Supreme Court stated that a writ of execution based on an invalid or void judgment is itself invalid. 
In Garren v. Rollis,85 Idaho 86,90, 375 P,2d 994 (1962), it was stated that "A void judgment is a 
nullity, and no rights can be based thereon; it can be set aside on motion or can be collaterally 
attacked at any time." In Radermacher v. Eckert,63 Idaho 531, 537, 123 P, 2d 426 (1942), this 
Court stated that it was empowered to compel restitution on it's own or mandate the lower court to 
order restitution of property obtained through execution on a void judgment. 
This Court should order restitution by ordering Mother to transfer the Mountain Health Care, 
Inc., stock back to the Father and by ordering her to pay Father the $15,000.00 she obtained at the 
execution from the sale of Father's Mountain Health P.C. stock. 
vm 
IS MOTHER ENTITLED TO AN AW ARD OF ATTORNEY FEES ON APPEAL? 
No argument will be presented on this issue as the Court has ruled in favor of Father. 
BRIEF IN SUPPORT OF PETITION FOR REHEARING: 12 
CONCLUSION 
This court should reduce the value of Mountain Health Care, Inc., by $10,000.00 and the 
amount Father is to pay Mother by 22.97 % of this amount or $2,297.00 because this is the amount 
which was added to the total value in a question posed by Mother's attorney. This additional 
$10,000.00 was not established by the evidence. 
The addition to the building was short 382 square feet of the total forecast in Mr. Moe's 
appraisal. (Plaintiff's Exhibit 57). Father believes thatthere is evidence in the record upon which 
a reduced value could be calculated for the addition to the building and this has been discussed 
above. But if the trial court is unable to do so base on the existing record, it should be allowed to 
take additional evidence on the building value as this court has authorized with respect to the 
building debt. 
Finally, Mother should also be ordered to pay to Father the $10,100.00 Father posted with 
the Court to keep her from executing on her judgment for attorney fees. She should also be ordered 
to pay Father the $15,000.00 which was paid to her at the execution sale which was held to collect 
on an invalid judgment. She should also be ordered to sign over to Father the 700 shares of 
Mountain Health Care, Inc., stock she purchased for $1.00 at the execution sale. 
DATED thiQj_day of (j)--f:/._,,et//V' ,2014. / 
v 
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DANI.RUDE 
Attorney for Appellant 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I hereby certify that on the.?u day of_~r9_' ·_~ ___ tl.. __ _ 
2014, two true and correct copies of the foregoing 
were mailed, postage prepaid, to: 
SUZANNA L. GRAHAM, P.C. 
Attorney at Law / 
302 East Linden Avenue, Suite IQJ/ 
Coeur d' Alene, Idaho /// 
83814 // 
/~--
DAN J. RUDE 
Attorney for Appellant 
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Description CV 2009-10686 Reed vs Reed 0120820 Motion to Quash 
Judge Wayman 
Clerk Michelle Carlson 
Time Speaker 
03:15:49 PM Judge 
1 K-COURTROOM4 
Note 
Call case Miss Graham Mr Ellingson Mr sahline Mr Ramsden Mr 
Rude and Scott Reed are all present 
I 03:16:27 PM / 3 issues . "• 
======================================~! 
j 03:17: 18 PM I Dan Rude Writs were issued but there was no service 
03:17:47 PM 
03:21 :34 PM 
Mark 
Ellingson 
03:23:56 PM Suzanna 
Graham 
It us·a violation for ex-parte communication even with the District· 
Court Clerk, I disagree ·and ask the writ be quashed. !t state this 
go with a Judgment ifthere is 2 Judgment there should be 2 
writs . l still disagree the Feb. 2011 was the final Jdmt, I have 
research you can only have one Jdmt in a case. Mr Ellingson 
state the Feb 2011 was the last Jdmt. Miss Graham state there 
are 2 jdsmts. Miss Graham state the amended decrees is a jdmt. 
You can't have more than one Jdmt on this or any case. 
The issue of 2 jdmt. Attorney fees and the property ln reviewing · 
the the authority talk about a case very similar to this Partial 
Decree and Jdmt. The authority state it is not barred, I ask for an 
order for the tender and we will back the writ and have another 
iss_ued for the lance of the jdmt. 
Nothing on this matter 
03:24:07 PM Dan Rude It has to be certified and it is not the writ should have not been 
issued it should have been quashed 
03:24:33 PM Judge 






I 03:27:42 PM I 
03:28:48 PM 
look at the reason why the request is being made. 
Idaho law not require to notify the other attorney that they are 
going to issue a writ, . 
.!_don't fin anything improper the way this was done. 
In the case there were 2 final decrees in thi.s case. One for a full 
and final from Feb 2011. 
ere was another jdmt for hearing after which a jdmt was enter 
ual there is a write issued for each jdmt. 
Jdmts were for property and the other was for attorney fees, 
I don't think the statute is written so it would prohibit . 
I don't find to quash the writ and rt will be denied 
No obj to shorten time 
/. 
' / l c:---,~/ '· " ~ 
. ~
. .- .. 'f¥~::/lP_;\LogNotes -Hi1v!L\J.\1agistrate\Civil\Wayrrum\CV 2009~10686 Reed vkeed 0120... 8/21/2012 
03:30:06 PM Judge 
03:30:12 PM Mark 
Ellingson 
II • , . 
Motion granted 
In stead to tender to our office they tender to the court I have an 
Order to pay the funds over to our firm 
03:30:47 PM Dan Rude sur~ this is the correct procedure 
03:31:00 PM 
03:31:31 PM 
03:32:03 PM Mark 
Ellington 
03:32:16 PM 











clerk is to release the funds on the completion of the records 
The clerk need to do a satisfaction d sent the money to the 
country treasurer. · 
Who will be drafting the satisfaction of Jdmt 
l will be wilfing to· do that there should be no satisfaction prior to 
me client getting the funds . . ... ______ _ 
e will follow the statute 
ant the notion on those conditions 
r within 14 days 
We do have an order enter June 26th 
l had contact Mr Sehline and in talking to him he has order he is 
here today wand wi!ling to sign the papers in open court 
under rule 70 I don't think we are here on a rule 7 motion 
o that part 
Rule 70 not permit to bring the signor to court 
Well founded 
We agree there was going to be a problem we each pay half for 
the cost of a transcript. 
ln this case there was division of property and debt there had to 
be execution of property and documents . The def has indicated 
he din;t was to sign any documents and appt. Mr Sehlin to sign 
the documents. I thas been a decision of the court 
My client is not willing to sign the documents 
There have been orders sign and Mr Rude's client is not willing to 
sign to carry out the court Order I will order Mr Sehling to sign to 
carry out the court order 
03:42: i 1 PM Suzanna 
Graham · I will have an order tot he court by 8-21-12 
.03:42:24 PM I Dan Rude I Nothing 
03:42:28 PM I I Nothing 
Suzanna 
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. .. 
R ~r!'.lham I/ ...._.., \,. .. u 1 11 
03:42:45 PM I 
03:42:45 PM I End 
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